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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of Claims 

1 . Due to communications filed 3/8/06, the following is a non-final office action. 
Prosecution for this case has been re-opened. Claims 1-25 are pending in this 
application, have been examined on the merits, and are rejected as follows. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Walker et al (US 6,754,636), and further in view of Walker et al (US 6,332,129). 

As for Claim 1 , Walker et al. discloses a method comprising: 

receiving the electronic price request for the buyer, (see Figs. IB, IOB, 26A, 26B); 

in response to the electronic price request, performing a computer-executed act 
of determining whether title to the goods passes directly from the manufacturer to 
the buyer or through an intermediate e-market place (col. 20, lines 30-64); 

Providing the buyer with a machine-readable signal for displaying the computed 
price, (Col. 33, line 63-col. 34, line 3, shows that the POS register receives a verification 
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signal and processes the transaction, which issues the buyer a receipt for an amount 
due). 

Walker '636 does not specifically disclose the following, but does disclose 
displaying the price of the goods in Fig. 20, where the price needs to be computed if it is 
actually displayed, and Walker '636 also shows that once the buyer offer has been 
accepted by the seller, a freeze may be place on the buyer's funds for the amount of the 
product price, plus any applicable tax amount calculated, thus indicating that the total 
price [including tax] is computed to be deducted from the buyer's funds in col. 30, lines 
36-40. 

However, Walker et al '129 discloses: 

computing a price of the goods to the buyer based at least partially on the 
determining act, (Col. 2, lines 7-21, shows an existing method where a customer first 
goes on-line to purchase an airline ticket, makes a price offer, however, upon rejection 
of the price offer, a representative directly from the manufacturer [the airline] contacts 
the customer and counter-offers a price to the customer). Walker et al '129 discloses 
this limitation in an analogous art for the purpose of showing that a price determination 
must be made as a result of the customer obtaining the airline package directly from the 
manufacturer instead of making the purchase through the website on the Internet. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to compute a price of the goods to the buyer based at least, 
partially on the determining act with the motivation of showing that the price will vary 



Application/Control Number: 09/843,550 Page 4 

Art Unit: 3639 

according to whether or not the buyer purchased goods directly from the manufacturer, 
or through an intermediate e-market place. 

As for Claim 2, Walker et al. '636 further discloses the method wherein a first 
pricing regime is implemented when it is determined that title to the goods passes 
directly from the manufacturer to the buyer (This is inherently true for all the direct 
transactions between the buyer and manufacturers. Otherwise, the manufacturer will 
commit fraud by not delivering the title to the buyer who paid for the goods. See Supra 
Figs! IOB, 26A, B). 

As for Claim 3, Walker et al. '636 further discloses the method, wherein when it is 
determined that title passes through an intermediate e-market place, the method further 
includes determining whether to implement the first pricing regime or a second pricing 
regime (see Supra column and col. 36, lines 7-19; col. 37, lines 15-30). 

As for Claim 4, Walker et al. '636 further discloses the method including the step 
of determining whether to discount a price (see Id.). 

As for Claim 5, Walker et al. '636 further discloses the method, wherein a 
discount is determined based on volume of a current order (see supra column 37). 

As for Claim 6, Walker et al. '636 further discloses the method, wherein a 
discount is determined based on: a stocking/handling charge (the buyer's address or 
location is pertinent to this, see col. 37, lines 5-30). 

As for Claim 7, Walker et al. '636 further discloses the method including the step 
of determining whether to customize the price (see Supra columns for customizing the 
price for a specific customer). 
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As for Claim 8, Walker et al. '636 further discloses the method, wherein the price 
is customized based on: geographic region, customer information, product line 
information, manufacturer information (see Supra column 37). 

As Claim 9, Walker et al. '636 discloses a computer having logic programmable 
to execute method acts, method acts comprising: 

receiving the electronic request form the buyer, (see Figs. IB, IOB, 26A, 26B); 

in response to the electronic request, determining whether title to the goods 
passes directly from the manufacturer to the buyer or through an intermediate e-market 
place (col. 20, lines 30-64); 

Providing the buyer with a machine-readable signal for displaying the computed 
price, Col. 33, line 63-col. 34, line 3, shows that the POS register receives a verification 
signal and processes the transaction, which issues the buyer a receipt for an amount 
due). 

Walker '636 does not specifically disclose the following, but does disclose 
displaying the price of the goods in Fig. 20, where the price needs to be computed if it is 
actually displayed, and Walker '636 also shows that once the buyer offer has been 
accepted by the seller, a freeze may be place on the buyer's funds for the amount of the 
product price, plus any applicable tax amount calculated, thus indicating that the total 
price [including tax] is computed to be deducted from the buyer's funds in col. 30, lines 
36-40. 

However, Walker et al'129 discloses: 

computing a price of the goods to the buyer based at least partially on the 
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determining act, (Col. 2, lines 7-21, shows an existing method where a customer first 
goes on-line to purchase an airline ticket, makes a price offer, however, upon rejection 
of the price offer, a representative directly from the manufacturer [the airline] contacts 
the customer and counter-offers a price to the customer). Walker et al '129 discloses 
this limitation in an analogous art for the purpose of showing that a price determination 
must be made as a result of the customer obtaining the airline package directly from the 
manufacturer instead of making the purchase through the website on the Internet. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to compute a price of the goods to the buyer based at least 
partially on the determining act with the motivation of showing that the price will vary 
according to whether or not the buyer purchased goods directly from the manufacturer, 
or through an intermediate e-market place. 

As for Claim 10, Walker et al. '636 further discloses the logic, wherein a first 
pricing regime is implemented when it is determined that title to the goods passes 
directly from the manufacturer to the buyer (This is inherently true for all the direct 
transactions between the buyer and manufacturers. Otherwise, the manufacturer will 
commit fraud by not delivering the title to the buyer who paid for the goods. See Supra 
Figs. IOB, 26A, B). 

As for Claim 1 1 , Walker et al. '636 further discloses the computer, wherein when 
it is determined that title passes through an intermediate e-market place, the method 
further includes determining whether to implement the first pricing regime or a second 
pricing regime (see Supra column and col. 36, lines 7-19\ col, 37, lines 15-30). 
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As for Claim 12, Walker et al. '636 further discloses the logic programmable to 
determine whether to discount a price (see Id.). 

As for Claim 13, Walker et al. '636 further discloses the logic, wherein a discount 
is determined based on volume of a current order (see Supra column 37). 

As for Claim 14, Walker et al. '636 further discloses the logic, wherein a discount 
is determined based on: a stocking/handling charge (the buyer's address or location is 
pertinent to this, see col. 37, lines 5-30). 

As for Claim 15, Walker et al. '636 further discloses the logic programmable to 
determine whether to customize the price (see Supra columns for customizing the price 
for a specific customer). 

As for Claim 16. Walker et al. '636 further discloses the logic, wherein the price is 
customized based on: geographic region, customer information, product line 
information, manufacturer information (see Supra column 37). 

As for Claim 17, Walker et al. '636 discloses a computer program product 
comprising: 

computer readable code means for receiving the electronic price request from 
the buyer, (see Figs. IB, IOB, 26A, 26B); 

computer readable code means responsive to receiving the electronic price 
request for determining whether title to the goods passes directly from the manufacturer 
to the buyer or through an intermediate e-market place, (col. 20, lines 30-64), 

Computer readable code means for providing the buyer with a machine-readable 
signal for displaying the computed price, Col. 33, line 63-col. 34, line 3, shows that the 
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POS register receives a verification signal and processes the transaction, which issues 
the buyer a receipt for an amount due). 

Walker '636 does not specifically disclose the following, but does disclose 
displaying the price of the goods in Fig. 20, where the price needs to be computed if it is 
actually displayed, and Walker '636 also shows that once the buyer offer has been 
accepted by the seller, a freeze may be place on the buyer's funds for the amount of the 
product price, plus any applicable tax amount calculated, thus indicating that the total 
price [including tax] is computed to be deducted from the buyer's funds in col. 30, lines 
36-40. 

However, Walker et al '129 discloses: 

computer readable code means for computing a price of the goods to the buyer 
based at least partially on the determining, (Col. 2, lines 7-21 , shows an existing method 
where a customer first goes on-line to purchase an airline ticket, makes a price offer, 
however, upon rejection of the price offer, a representative directly from the 
manufacturer [the airline] contacts the customer and counter-offers a price to the 
customer). Walker et al '129 discloses this limitation in an analogous art for the purpose 
of showing that a price determination must be made as a result of the customer 
obtaining the airline package directly from the manufacturer instead of making the 
purchase through the website on the Internet. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have computer readable means to compute a price of the goods 
to the buyer based at least partially on the determining act with the motivation of 
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showing that the price will vary according to whether or not the buyer purchased goods 
directly from the manufacturer, or through an intermediate e-market place. 

As for Claim 18, Walker et al. '636 further discloses the computer program 
product, wherein a first pricing regime is implemented when it is determined that title to 
the goods passes directly from the manufacturer to the buyer (This is inherently true for 
all the direct transactions between the buyer and manufacturers. Otherwise, the 
manufacturer will commit fraud by not delivering the title to the buyer who paid for the 
goods. See Supra Figs. IOB, 26A, B). 

As for Claim 19, Walker et al. '636 further discloses the computer program 
product, wherein when it is determined that title passes through an intermediate e- 
market place, the method further includes determining whether to implement the first 
pricing regime or a second pricing regime (see Supra column and col. 36, lines 7-19*, 
col. 37, lines 15-30). 

As for Claim 20, Walker et al. '636 further discloses the computer program 
product including the computer readable code means for determining whether to 
discount a price (see Id.). 

As for Claim 21 , Walker et al. '636 further discloses the computer program 
product, wherein a discount is determined based on volume of a current order (see 
Supra column 37). 

As for Claim 22, Walker et al. '636 further discloses the computer program 
product, wherein a discount is determined based on: a stocking/handling charge (the 
buyer's address or location is pertinent to this, see col. 37, lines 5-30). 
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As for Claim 23, Walker et al. '636 further discloses the computer program 
product including the computer readable code means for determining whether to 
customize the price (see Supra columns for customizing the price for a specific 
customer). 

As for Claim 24, Walker et al. '636 further discloses the computer program 
product, wherein the price is customized based on: geographic region, customer 
information, product line information, manufacturer information (see Supra column 37). 

As for Claim 25, Walker et al. '636 discloses a data processing machine 
programmed to perform operations, the operations comprising: 

receiving the request for quote/receiving form the buyer an electronic message 
comprising an RFQ, (see Figs. IB, IOB, 26A, 26B); 

transmitting an electronic message representing a price of the goods to the buyer 
based at least partially on the determining step (see Fig. 20 for displaying the price of 
the goods). 

Walker '636 does not specifically disclose the following, but does disclose 
displaying the price of the goods in Fig. 20, where the price needs to be computed if it is 
actually displayed, and Walker '636 also shows that once the buyer offer has been 
accepted by the seller, a freeze may be place on the buyer's funds for the amount of the 
product price, plus any applicable tax amount calculated, thus indicating that the total 
price [including tax] is computed to be deducted from the buyer's funds in col. 30, lines 
36-40. Also see col. 20, lines 30-64 for determining whether the seller is a 
manufacturer or a retailer. 
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However, Walker et al'129 discloses: 

responsive to receiving the RFQ, determining a price of the goods based at least 
partially upon a manufacturer's specification as to whether title to the goods will pass 
directly from the manufacturer to the buyer or through an intermediate, (Col. 2, lines 7- 
21 , shows an existing method where a customer first goes on-line to purchase an airline 
ticket, makes a price offer, however, upon rejection of the price offer, a representative 
directly from the manufacturer [the airline] contacts the customer and counter-offers a 
price to the customer). Walker et an 29 discloses this limitation in an analogous art for 
the purpose of showing that a price determination must be made as a result of the 
customer obtaining the airline package directly from the manufacturer instead of making 
the purchase through the website on the Internet. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have computer readable means to compute a price of the goods 
to the buyer based at least partially on the determining act with the motivation of 
showing that the price will vary according to whether or not the buyer purchased goods 
directly from the manufacturer, or through an intermediate e-market place. 

Response to Arguments 
4. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-25 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 



5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Akiba K Robinson-Boyce whose telephone number is 



If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Hayes can be reached on 571-272-6708. The fax phone numbers for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-746-7238 
[After final communications, labeled "Box AF"], 703-746-7239 [Official Communications], 
and 703-746-7150 [Informal/Draft Communications, labeled "PROPOSED" or "DRAFT"]. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305- 
3900. 



571-272-6734. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:30am-5pm. 





A. R. B. 
May 26, 2006 



SUPI 



